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------------- Dear Tii-Party Representatives: - -- - -

- - - ^

-Subject_: EnvironmentalRestorat7onDisposal Fariitv P^26^81ii_'^'^ Proposal--r

The Washington Departmentof Wildlife-(WDW) appreciates the oppo-rt_unity to
provide comments on the scope of environmental impacts and alternatives to be
evaluated as part of the proposal for an Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility

_(ERDF). The WDW recognizes that an on-site disposal facility of some significant
..,o..:...,.,..: .:,._ -_^^^nens,ottss :.I^r^.a^,o-.or er.-a-accomplish enttrcnmental restora...,,, at n..^n,ord.

The WDW trusts, however, that the Tri-Party Representatives understand that the
_ locat3en,size atid cc_rfigurat•s_c,n; eltgineetirig, and operation of such a facility will

hav2 signi€icant impacts-on the biological resources of i-Ianfords Central Plateau.
Accordingly, the WDW appreciates the sensitivity the Richland Field Office of the
United States -Dep^ttnen*. of E^.er5.7 TMrnE-P:.) has shown, as indicated within its
notice of intent to operate an ERDF (Reference 1), toward the importance the State of
Washington places on mature shrub-steppe habitat. Thus, the comments provided
herein are intended to help ensure that biological resource values are addressed
adeq_uately as part of the F.RDF nropocal,

Some of the comments are based on information presented by the Tri-Party
Representatives and concerns expressed by the public at the January 25, 1994 public
scoping meeting for the ERDF-progosa^ S3me of the public comments echoed
concerns previously raised by the WDW in Reference 2. The comments also

------- represent the WDW's couu•ne:.ts to th2 Washington Department of Ecology's (Ecology)
Determination of Significance (DS) for this proposal and, as a result of this
determination, to the scoping of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Finally, specific comments are offered to
DO'-Ri s natice of intent (Reference 1) and to the SEPA checklist that is included
-..<.,_:_ ' a- - - ^ .."''"" " •^14^^^sSt^3t-tauC•-^en[. -i,^lmmei}ts.ra."•e :.rgai.iZe.'.̂ u..uci iuujGr ^ubf CCt areas.
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Adequacy of Proposed Alternatives

The WDW supports Ecology's determination that the ERDF may have significant
adverse impacts_oa_the-environment; h!Lwe,ver,WIIW concludes that the alternatives
that are proposed for additional evaluation in the Draft E1S are insufficient. This
denciency results in an inadequate evaluation of potential impacts to biological
resources because nota11 appropriate at teT„atives are evaluated. To correct this the
SEPA EIS (and NEPA ES if this is the regulatory path that eventually is chosen)
should evaluate alternative locations within the Central Plateau for the ERDF.
Because the ERDF will impact a potentially large land area, the correct place to

-_ :^"--_-- -----===-Lvalt2atethE'^siCllf? ^ -' <it$^t di`feren< <`an^; • ._ " - - -Tmpa at __ .^.date sites is in the llrat[ b1S and not
c`. in a separate site evaluationreport. _The Evaluationsh!u!ld-includean -adeql:..°te
----- analysis of the biological resources that could be impacted. For two reasons this

^S ^^ IA r be 1'...:• .i •a_..:..-. 1_ 1 t 1
^ ----- ---- ---3^73>?, is Eu.^ :i^^ bc .^u«a t,^ r.5tuer7nsc inreaienea ana enaangered species.
rrt.,

First, the DOE-RL has indicated that it intends to treat federal candidate species as if
they are threatened or endangered (Reference 3). Candidate plant and/or animal
speciesare probably present on potential ERDF sites; for example, loggerhead shrikes
( iuS lud vi iantts neston the-CentralPlateau. -Thusi potentiai impacts to ti.ese

------ species should be evaluated to the same degree that this would occur for a listed
species.

Secona; the siting of such a potentially large facility as the ERDF should take a more
-holistic view of the bioiogicai resources_to be impacted. Potential candidate sites for
the ERDF on the Central Plateau will to different degrees impact the shrub-steppe
habitat characteristic of the area. Less than 40 percent of the original acreage of_.-

:aSngton remain_ ` -"`- °=cpN"c it, `tue Ŝi`die of W _a_,,. . uu-a^ s tnd v . Much of what remains
either is already degraded and fragmented, or it is threatened by development and

:^^ . :; Wi .: f the si'^b-steppe-ha'bitat-osthe Gentrai,, ^^
Plateau couldbe designated as Priority Habitat under the WDW's Priority Habitat and
Species Program. Such a designation represents a proactive measure to help prevent

-- -- - species from becomirig-tlreatened and endangered in habitats that support a unique
or wide diversity of wildlife. Shrub-steppe is a fragile ecosystem that is easily
disturbed: Moreover, it supports a number of obligate species [e.g., sage sparrows
(Amp__istZ+^a zJ^);,--rsany^f^vhich in :^.'ashi:.gt ;, have experienced population
uec,,ne_ s_ F

, for each. Tnus,_the potential impact of siting the_.,F.DF should addreSS

candidate location, the significance of impacts at the habitat level, as well as the
impact to individual protected species.

The WDW understands that the ERDF is a time-critical project. Therefore, the WDW
suggests, at le_ast forthe purposes of cnmparing the biological impacts for alternative
EItDFlocations; that the biologicat evaluation be limited to the following. First, a
qualitative evaluation of the habitat quality at each candidate site should be
conducted'^^

if

that is based on available data and a reasonable amount of walking
sl^TlPys. iio^-.v^l^..iLnf:o.n 1.....l.i ..Iu-J.au .. S„^u.u ..,^ue estimates of shrub cover and relative
percentages of native versus non-native vegetation. If the sites are heterogeneous
in regard to dhe'u- habitat quality then a reasonable amount of habitat categories
should be created in order to enable comparisons between sites. The habitat
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evaluation shouldnot require any additional detailed meacuremenrc of habitat
variables beyond that which is already available. Second, and in conjunction with
the above walking surveys, the relatiYe_nuting densitiesof-loggerhead-shrikes and
-§ag@-SpaI3'Ow5-ai each Car1 a" , ^ ,_ _ ^ . . . gg .diuate site shoulu oe uetertmnea. t o erhead shrike
surveys will enable DOE-RL to indicate their concern for the potential threat posed
by the €RDF-*.o-a cz.^-.didate speeies. Sage sparrow surveys can serve as a rough index
of riiidl^fe ztsage-by-ar-obligaieshrsb-stepr species. Du ;;.g a l surveys there
sAouid'ne-an -attempztanote-the-preser_Le-ofany-pl,2nt-specie-svfconce:a,. ihe

---- --- irtcatmation gatliered from the above effoî aiso can be used to support mitigation
requirements for the ERDF (see comments below).

^
A potential aiternative site for the ERDF that should be evaluated in the EIS is the B/C

Mr' Cribs Surface Contamination Area. This alternative was proposed by the public at thet<=O _ ,
fanuary 1S public scopu^g meeting. In our previous comments ( Reference 2), the
WD'vV-suggesteri that areas that have current problems with surface contamination
sltvul'u be given considei=ationin the site evaiuation process for the F:RllF.^^^, - -- - Remediation of surface contaminated sites may destroy habitat and further impact
wildlife populations. Consideration of these sites for the siting of the ERDF could
minimize the potential loss of habitat resulting from environmental restoration
activities on the Central Plateau. The WDW is concerned that the shrub-steppe
habitat of the Central Plateau may receive a double blow by first the ERDF and then
by eventuai remediation of large1andareascontaining surface contamination. Such

_--_--an-approa.ch is inrnnsiatant with the g.aiding principle that environmental
restoration should "do no harm" to the biological resources of Hanford (see
Reference 4 for a similar viewpoint).

Besides evaluating the B/C Cribs Surface Contamination Area as a separate candidate
site, the IIS should address it as a part of a potential reconfiguration of the currently

.,1., 1a_eProi°°^' ERDn site. 'nǹ te intent would be to evaluat -1lternatives that limit the
extension of the ERDF into presently uncontaminated areas that are also outside the
"squared off" boundaries of the 200 Areas ( Reference 4; see comments below), By
stay:ngwititiri-the "squared off' bourLdaries the additional impact from
fragmentation of the shrub-steppe habitat to the south of the 200 Areas can be
minimized.

Operation of the ERDF may require large amounts of backfill. Thus, alternatives that,_ .
require oo iaintng backfill from a borrow area should evaluate the impacts to the
biological resources that may result at the borrow site. Moreover, the impact from
any new transport corridors that will be used to haul waste or borrow material should
be evaluated in the Draft EIS.

Consistent with other criteria used to evaluate trench-design alternatives, the WDW
su^portstheconceptof a single large trench. Such an apprnach should limit the
land area requirement for the ERDF. Based on just the amount of habitat directly
affected, the mega trench alternative should result in less of an impact to the
biological resources compared with other trench designs. Should the trench not

._.-provlde adequate capaClLy,-the direLtSott-of fllture-E'xpa^.Sio.^a of the ERDF is critical to
--_the prQtection-of-hiological resourees or. tl-e Ce;1,: ^t1' Plateau. Early consultation with
WDW and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service ( USFWS) is recommended should
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---- thissitl3ation arise- (-se2 the-CoaI'iT'2nt above related to the B/C Crib Surface
Contamination Area).

Compatibility of the ERDF with Proposed Future Land-use Options

_. _.
i°±^.

The final report of the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group (Reference 4)
provides guidance to the Tri-Party Agreement Agencies for land use and cleanup
options at Hanfora. Because in most instances use of the land in a manner that
promotes bioiogirl resource vatues-is a viable option, n sinte.Yretatic;a of this

_document_-tojustify-certain-Temedial actions potentially-could--cause significant
impacts to the biological resources of Hanford. In Reference 2 WDW stated its
contention that DOE-RL inappropriately interpreted the recommendations of the
Working Group in regard to where waste management activities are appropriate and
to where they are not on the Central Plateau. This misinterpretation was repeated at
the jariuar-y 25 public scoping meeting.

The Working Group clearly assumed that the land outside the confines of the
"squaredoff' boundariesof the current 200 Area was to be used as a buffer zone
where :"...environmental restoration, but not waste management activities would
occur..." - This buff'er-zone-has-potential value as-wiidli€e-habitat (especiaiiy thuse
areas that retain their shrub cover), which is compatible with the uses of a buffer
zone. Thus, incorrectly delineating the location of the buffer zone could lead to
inappropriate decisions that :esult-in adverse-impaces to-biological resources. All of
the ca,^:datesites_fo_r_t_heERDF extend into the buffer zone to some degree ; however,
the presentation on january 25 implied a larger waste management area (inclusive
of the proposed ERDF site but not the other candidate sites) than the Working Group
envisioned. The final size of the ERDF may result unavoidably in the use of some
portions of the Working Group's buffer zone for waste management activities. The
Draft ^1S should clearly indicate that this-possibility exists for all the candidate ERDF
sites, 'v*tduding the proposed-site Ivloreover,-the-4b'DW suggests that if in the future
f T..: n.. e.._---__ "r.°« °°'^^^ to assess ^!^ _-----ai e- Fii-rikfi-j'-YrgCeCISCFit R^^aaC^ica aaccu w a,acaauu,iit^nal waste management

activities on the Central Plateau, that they consider both the true location of the
buffer zone and the zone's value as wildlife habitat. Until final land-use decisions

--a,^r̂e-made for the Centra Plateau, maintenance of tite undeveloped areas as wildlife
--- ---iF^b'.tat is the best Way to pr°cserve all lutlire options.

Mitigation

The Draft IIS should address mitigation requirements. A significant loss of habitat,
more t:.ar.:iiceiy most of it a continuous stand of mature shrub steppe, will result
from the proposed ERDF. For habitat loss the appropriate level of mitigation is
accomplished by restoring and/or protecting habitat away from the project site. The.. .
avt itte t^ ag^ va#ue^t ^^ es3^sul-a-strrip;: xs not-rept^dcefl^3veriigni. viureover,
the formula for mitigation is not a trivial matter and needs to address habitat quality,
ioss of habitat use through timQanci-the-cttmul-ativeeffectsof fraomentauen. ::a

-------- order to evaluate the amaunt of mitigation that will be necessary an appropriate
habitat Pva?„*ion p.r^ra^••rC should be used that is sensitive to the habitat-^
requirements of obligate shrub-steppe species.
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Md?^cF^^,c h^ dev^oped-a-habit.at based methodology that can be used to assess
impacts to biological resources from projects such as the ERDF (References 5 and 6).
Thismethodology,entitled HabitatEvaluation Procedures (HI:y), can be used to
document the quality and quantity of available habitat for selected wildlife species.
The added advantage of applying HEP is that the impacts from the ERDF to biological

....a.a ,̂t «-,_ -_ ---- resourcescan be e;r a-manner t at-pr ab,y is acc;.Y,,.< to those natural
resource trustees who have trust responsibilities under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCIA) at Hanford. It is

k<- _ 'dJDW's conciusion that the provisions of Sections I07(a)(4)(C). 107(f)(1), and 301(c) of
CERCLA, which address liability and assessment of natural resource damages, will

^.' apply to the ERDF (see Reference 2 for a more detailed discussion). The HEP
methodo!*^-^:s reco^=ri»a^ b^/ the NaZUrai Resource ri p Assessment /NRDAbJ b•••••••u by Dama

g
e \ )

regulations (§ 11.71(1)(8) of 43 CFR Part 11; the regulations implement Section 301(c)
,-^ of CERCIA) as an acceptable method for measuring habitat quality. Thus, it can be

used-to Yuar:.`iiy the-imparts to biological resources resulting from the release of a
cY-, hazardous substance and its subsequent remediation. Guidance for the use of HEP as

it appiies to CERC;i.A is available (Reference 71,

The complef:; of the •:::d?̀ ^habitat relationship models that are a pazt of HEP can
---- - -- differ according to thetseeds of the project. The structure of the modeican be based

_on.c.^`..ple tlieoretlCai reiaiiiir:siiY"S habitatbetween ^^variables and the capacity of the
habitat to support species, or the model can be based on empirical observations and
statistical inference concerning the relationship between habitat variables and
species population variables. The choice of model depends on, among other things,

-- ---- he available data, the resources avaiiabie to collect additional data, and the
significance-of the ;.npacts of the proposed project as determined by the amount of

---____-`------==-hsi3t-^st^:aiav:: t:3at r.^iie-be re:jiiir@d aS-C3mp2nsatiflIY.---iie rviirv' 3ioiigiy
^.^iL- T/lT T• .^.nc....^..^ to ..i,s^.. .. •'^ as

' • •------------- ^x ^^Fag the : f^ ..: cc u,e n^r: a..t,proatn as a means of determtmng the
appropriate level of mitigation for the ERDF: however, it should do so in consultation

«1th .u UmU/
•r aii

.....A TTCLIA ro
u•^ •.u u varrra.

As site development and environmental restoration proceeds at Hanford, the DOE-RL
will continue to encounter projects that remove or disturb habitat and that will, as a
result, require some level_of-mitigation-(e.g., seP FPference 3). The WDSAI-suggests

-- - t:^.at it s in the L ̂ Ea:I_`s best interest to mitigate for the ERDF as part of a
comprehensive strategy to mitigate for current and proposed site development and

------------------cto_raaon g- envtronment_aFrr_^_ t' ro;^eCtS.--The-effeEtrsof habitat ioss and frag-Ulentation
are cumulative and are inefficiently addressed on a project-by-project basis. The
advantages of implementing a comprehensive mitigation plan now are: (1) costs for
irie deveiopment or wiidiife-habitat relationship models and habitat restoration
methods can be spread across projects, ( 2) the cumulative effects of habitat loss are
addressed more directlv.(3)the IX2E-RI can nlan early for t.he cost of mitigation
when it is most cost-effective to mitigate, and(4) the biological resources can be
restored earlier ( and the liability reduced for loss of use of resources). In separate
discussions from this letter the WDW has tried to encourage the DOE-RL to consider a
comprehensive mitigation plan for the Hanford Site, and we repeat that
encouragement here.
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Specific Comments to DOE-RL's Notice of Intent to Operate an ERDF and
••LC.. QJGCCUAt1 l^L\.11C....LlALl1J..lL11

Trvt Pnrtinn nf Tintiro nf Intant

1: Section 2.2; last paragraph:

-This-paragraph creates some con:LLsion as to the disposition of decommissioning and
-decon_t_aminatio_n_wastes._ Are_not_these wastes already identified for disposal in the
100 West-Area2-The obviOlls-conceIIl here is wlth_ double-dinnin a r• wactr A rnliimerr---e
projections should be used to justify land set-asides only once.

2. Secuar 2.4.1.4 and subsection 2.4.1.4.3:

--Although-commendable-as-a-sitingttiterion,-the-ability to avoid siting Liie ERDF
w±Fl.ln - 1 a;uaraer-mil@ OfMJDW-d°`Signated P^i^v^iy Habitat :S nOL definable at this
time; moreover, the criterion was not considered as part of the initial site selection
process for the ERDF. The present designation of shrub-steppe Priority Habitat
locatiar.s on Hanford should be ^;ewed as draft. For two reasons the designation is
not ready to be used for decision purposes. First, the initial designation was based on
limited data. Some additional habitat data for the Central Plateau has been collected;
however, its-adequacy has yet to be e_la,iulated. Thus, based on current criteria
additional-habitat-may aiiai;fy for Priority Habitat designadon. It is probably a
reasonable assumption that the proposed ERDF site contains at least some Priority
Habitat. Second, the criteria for classifying portions of the shrub-steppe habitat type

__ as Priority Habitat are still underconside_ra-tion. it is nossihl_e that a more regional
versus state-wide approach to classifying shrub-steppe habitat may result. A
regional approach conceivably could increase the amount of habitat designated as
Priority Habitat on Hanford.

In addition to the above considerations the DOE-RL should realize that designation of
L':ii3I}tJ_fYat€at=s^aoesIIOtnaS%e--tneStQJtljjQj'y=w1?tghl asSi-gned to haOltat t.^.at .S
designated as essential by WDW to the maintenance or recovery of any state-listed
threatened or endangered wildlife species. Designation of Priority Habitat is a
proactive measure designed to prevent species from becoming listed; however, it is
not meant to act as an absolute obstruction to development.

SEPA Checklist

Some of the -SEPA checklist re.sponses repeat-the information DOE_P? provided in the
text of the notice of intent. See comments Nos. 1 and 2 above for applicable WDW
comments.Thecoznmentsbelowapply-to irformat.i.or, contained within the SEPA
checiuist-and not addressed elsewhere in this letter.
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3_ Sections B.l.g., Zndparag-raph, and B.4,d., 1 st p?ragmph:

The WDW realizes that waste isolation concerns may govern the type of cover that is
to be used atthe ERDF; however, the D(JE-RL should recognize that the proposed cover
wiii not result in the restoration of a shrub-steppe community that is typical of the
site. This increases the long-term need for mitigation of this project and possibly
irtrrrasns the extent of m:rinorinn

that
r wi ll

•11 l..,.^_,, „e necessary.

4. Section B.5.a., 2nd paragraph:
^•5
-^^ A.laltough-other-atdmals-also mayl>e present-on-the-proposed ERDl'•P slte, add

burrowing-owls-(Athen -rni^uI ria)and'Woodh-ouse`s-toads-(BMEQ woudhousii ) to the
list as they are a state candidate and state monitor species, respectively. Striped<-,

`s '- ---- - - - Fuhlpsna.kes (M- acr_i - ^h: -taeniatus}, another-stat2-ear,didate species, also frequent
-;••- shrub-steppe habitat; however, they have been only rarely seen on Hanford.
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Thank you again for this opportunity to provide comments. If you have any
questions, you can either contact me at the letterhead number or John Hall of my
staff at 509-372-i i 89.

Sincerely,

Ted Clausing
Regional Habitat Biologist

- - Raainn Thrav=-^^ -'-e-"-- ------

TAC:jah

€^'a
rt..:.. r\..:.,a..tt \d7AlU7
1.1111J 1111VLLQ111, YYLYY

John Hall, WDW
+ -1;arrg POpej£3y-, WL"!^!...

^,'

^ .^)
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